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Relaéi&e Efficacy of Two Token Economy
Procedures for Decreasing the Disruptive ﬁj
N o . Classroom Behavior of Retarded Children
. Richard Baer, Frank ,Ascione, Glgndon‘Casto~

| Excephional Child Center

. : » . ,
| . Utah State University

/ ' . Abstract
' . .tuf‘ V B ) .

-/ Numerous . studies have démonstrated thatwdisrﬁptive classroom’
! . - . ) R o ' , .. o ) .
v behavior can be ‘decreased by felivering tokens contingent

upon periods of time during whicﬁ children do- not éngagé‘in

it or by remOViﬁ§dE6EéHé*Eahfiﬁ§éﬁ£_uPoﬁ“Lts Qqcufrehce. Fo
Lo date,'the best controlled of these stﬁdies have consistently:
| . reported the two proceduresbto be equ?liy‘efféctive. "How~
| ever, the effécts of fhe token doﬁtiﬁgencies héve been con-
fouﬁded with those.of instructiohs. Thé.present{study com=-
paredithéée th pfocedures yhen no instructions were given
fegarding the to%ég éonﬁipgehcies.. Tcken delivery Qg% hot
effective iqtdecrEasing disrﬁptive behavior in ahy‘o# the
.child;en,_yhile é Ebmbinatidn of token délivery and &emoval
~Was:effective for three of fdur children. The resulﬁs sﬁggesﬁ
that the combined procedure may be effective wiﬁh éertain bop—

g. . ulations that are not readily controlléd’by instruction.




Relative Effidacy 

Relative Efficacy, of Two Token Economy
Procedures fog;Decreasing the Disruptive-

Classroom.Behavior'of Retarded Children

Nuﬁerous studiesvyave demonstrated that tokeh econbmy
procedures can be employed as an effectiQe meané for modify~ |
ing a Variéty.of'behaﬁiors in the glassréom'(cf. O'Leary’and
Drabman, 1971); Disruptive behévior is ohe important cate%g
'gory of behavior to- which such procedures'haVe beenvapplied.

- In general, where attempts have‘been médé to decrease»dis—;
vruptivéuélassfoom behavior, token contingenéies’have been:'
arrangéd in one of two ways.
l.erokeﬂ'Délivery - Tokehs“éfémaéiiGQEEEVcbﬁiingent
".“upon,periods >f time auring which chiléren engage in liﬁtlé /
or no disruptive behavior (e,g.vO;Leafy and‘Béck;r; l967)Tor |
_‘¢ontingént upon some behavior assumed +0 be incompatible with
disrupti&e bchqvibr (e.g. Ayllon and R&berts, l974)§'

£

. 2. Token Removal - Tokens are reﬁoved contipgent upon ;

‘the odcurren:é of disruptive behavior'ge.g..Suizbéchér‘and

Houser, 1968); ‘ | - .
Several studies have attempted‘tjéassess the relative

efficacy of token deliQery'and'token removal procedures in

‘decreasing disruptive classroom behavior. McLaughliﬁvand 
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Malaby (1972)' £6und the token delivery procedure to be
Jmuch more effective'than the token rerwval. However, they
noted.that duriné theﬁtoken removai phase of their:studyv
the.teacher attendedfto thevchildren's disruptive'fesponses'
by dlrectlng them to remove points from their point charts
No attentlon was paid to dlsruptlve behavior durlng the token .
‘dellvery phase They suggest that the teacher s attention to
ldlsruptlve behavior durlng the token removal phase may have
been_respons1ble for malntaln;ng it. In contrast,‘Kaufman
“and O'Leary (1972) and Gregory (1972) in stndies which con-

trolled for‘the effects of teacher attention'found'token de-

W

.llvery and token removal procedures to be equally effectﬂve

1n decreas1ng dlsruptnve behav1or

e,

In the aforementioned'studies compaging token'delivery .
and token removal.procedures, the chinreh were given in-
SR ‘ |
structlons regardlng the cont1ngenc1ec They were told when : ‘

and why tokens would be dellvered or removed. Thus, the ef—
fects of the token cont1ngcnc1es were confounded with- the
effects of the 1nstructlons regardlng them. The present-
. stady sought .o compare the effectlveness ff token delivery

with c7mb1ned token dellvery and removal when children were

: gaven no 1nstructlons regardlng the cont1ng4nc1es.f

i
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- b Method -
Sub]ects

Four chlldren enrolled 1n soec1al education classes at

”

the Un1vers1ty Afflllated Exceptlonal Chlld Center on the

a

Utah State Unlvers1ty campus served as subjects "They ranged
in age from 6 years, 1l months to 12 years, 6 months’ w1th a
mean age of S years, 8 mthhs Their I0s ranged_from 55 to

\
72 w1th a mean of 63.

rd

Two criteria were used in se lectlng the chlldren (1
They had “to be at approx1mately the same level in the DlStL
Math (Engleman . & Corlne, 1969) program.r,(Z) Thelr teacher
reported that she feTt they engaged in high rates of dlsrup—j

tive behavior durlng lessons Four children were 1dent1f1ed

EEE— »»—-{;mér»-:-tss«:x.-@,tneé—%e—er:}eL~ eiutwe-g—r—eups-—d ependin%-iup-o'll-Whm--t-bQY- e
‘could be released from regplar classes. ’

Experlmental Settlng

Both gr)ups of children worked in a small room away fromw

their regula- classrooms. The room contalned a chair for the-
teacher and two chalrs for the chlldren Two bowls were placed
~on a small table between the chlldrer and teacher Tokens

(poker chips, were dellvered into or removed from the bowls-
) i

by the teacher at approprlate times. A blackboard on the tea-

cher S left was used for presentlng arlthmetlc exerclses Sev-
/

- eral other challs were situated to the teacher's rlght for

observers.< o Ty
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Preliminary Observations and Definition

of Disruptive Behavior , . ) ‘ o

TPreliminary sessions were run with Groups I and II
(four and two seSsions respectively) to: (f) adapt the

children to the experimental setting andféresence of ob-

servers, (2) allow tRe teachers and observers to familiar-
ize themselvgs with the experimental prdcedures,’(Bj allow

\

the experimenter to introduce the children to ‘the token

(<8 .

exchange procedures and establish, the tokens as conditioned
reinfbréers, and '(4) allow the experimenter to observe the
/ ™ ' . o ' .
children and formulate definitions of behavioirs to be con-

\&\\““r—‘sideged disruptive.

. . ) “\\\g\‘—\‘ l : N K . .

,f~~_7hmwwﬁu_*___Separatemdefinifinnsbgi_behaviorswconsidexedAtoﬁbe,disi_mwwW
| ruptive were formulated for each chiid. ' The behaviors were

. chosen becaus= they occurred in at least 35 percent of the

observa£ion‘intervals during preliminery sessiéné. Table 1
iists the behaviors defined as,disruptivé for each child.
The definifion.formulated for AT presented gqme special
probiems. Du:-ing preliminéry obsérVations, AT's disruptive
béﬁavior'met_;he'35 percent'minimum gx{terion. HoWevé;,

V

five additioral behaviors had to be added by session lbﬂin

‘order to maintain the 35 percent criterion during bgs

Insert Table 1 about here
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Observations

Each group was observed for a~daily 30 minute session.

' Three‘undergraduates,Aa graduatédstudent in psychology, and
on 14 occasidns'thevexperimenter; served as Qbservers, In
each session, each child was observed during‘three\randomly
assigned five minute-observation-periods‘ During'each ob~-
servation period,vthe observer watched the child for 10
seconds and recorded for five seconds; Thus, 60 observations
were made of each child duriné each BOvninute session.A A -
tape was used.to'cue obserﬁers as to when to observe and re-
cord. The dependent measure was the percentage of intervals
in which dlsruptlve behav1or occurred. . |

o

During the token delnvery and comblned tehenmdellvery“"

4

and removal Jhase, the children were observed durlng all six
five-minute “locks. This was necessary since during these

iphaseS'the'deliVery of tokens'tc the children was contingent
npon~their not engaging in disruptive %“ehavior for.two con-

‘secutive observation intervals. - The’observer recorded whether
or not each c¢hild chgaged in‘a disrupti&evresponse duringvzaCHWA
of the 120 interﬁals the\session was di?ided.into,'and cued

the teacher waen a token ;as to be derrvered However, only

N\,
\

the data from the five- 1nute_blocks to which the\children were

randomly assigned were included in the analysis.

»
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!?hroughout all phases of thé experiment, the children
were . observed pefiodically.by a second observer (at least
twice'peﬁ‘phase). Ehese observers wére aware of the fact
that the'experimentaliprocedures were‘designed to decrease
the amount ofadisruptiVe béh&viér engaged in by the children.
quever).they were g;ven no expectaﬁions that One.procédure
would be more 6£ less éﬁfecﬁive than the other. )

Percehtages 6f'agﬂeement between.the.two oBservefs.were
calculated‘by dividing tbgﬁnumber of inﬁer?als invwhichlthey
égreed.that a disruptive responsé did or did not occur‘byv |
‘the total nuﬁber‘of_intervals. \ | |
'Thé'mean percent aq;eemgnt for Group I was 93 (rahée

84-98) and the mean for Group II was 93 (range 88-97).

Presentation of lessons.- Two undergraduate majors in

psycholdgy served as teachers. - During each‘sgsSioh, they.
presented‘exercisesffrom thé,Diétar Ma:h book-(Engleman'and
Corine, 1969). These exercises'were of'three types. bne
required the childfen tovbalance arithmetiq_problemst. fﬁe

vteaCherZquteran arithmetic problem with one number missing
on the boar@.(e.g._Z + ___= 4, ,;;+ 5 = 6) and asked the

children a ser:es of.guestions whiéhhwould lead them to:a

-
— .

solution.
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The two other types of exercises required the.children
to count from one number to another (e g. from 20 to 29), )
and to identify various numbers, symbols, and objects 1n.
the Distar.book. ¢

.Teacher social approval was heid constant throughout
all phases of the study.  During éé@h session, the observer
.cued;the teacher to give the children noncontingent social
approval every two minutes. The approval consisted of the
+teacher milingj patting the child, and saying, "good," followed
by the child's name. At all other times,‘the teacher was - |
businesslike in.presenting'lessons and managing the token'
contingencies. . i o . - ‘

Special procedures Two spec1al procedures were. in ef—

fect throughout the study, one for GK .and one for FS. GK

engaged ih several responses.of long Auration (e.g. hoidipg
‘the chalk). 30 that the teacher had more opportunities tp
remove tokens during the delivery and removal phase, these
L responses were broken into more discrzte responses by having
the teacher phys1cally interrupt them. The-procedure imple—'
mented for F@ ‘involved physically ho]ding him in his chair
whenever he tried to leave it. This procedure was necessi-
‘tated:by the fact‘that at times FS wouid have left the ex-

. . , . !
perimental setting completely had he 1ot been prevented from:

£

doing so. 1In practice, the procedure was used only a few

-
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times during the course of the study. S .
’ Token exchange. Immediately after each session, the Ss,

wére'allowed 0 -exchange their.tokens for a_Variefy of bapkup
reinforcers. ‘Thesé included candy, gum; small.to;s, and forn
'one.g (FS), thevoppoptunity to Visitl(tg¥k to and biay,with)
the Center's clinicalvnufée. .és were taken infb-the expérif
menter's officé Wheré'backup feinforcérs were digplayéd on
SGvefal bookshleves. They‘were_helped by'the‘ekperimenter,
teacher, and observers td count their tokens into stacks .of
105 ,bandy;'gum or a visit to the clinical nurse weie'exchangéd\
for three stacks angxtoys were gxchangeé"for.five stacks ..

Ss Ehose a backup réinforcer from the shelveé.and then deposi-
ted the éppropfiate number of stacks intd a bowl. |

. The exohange ratio made it possible for a S to obtain

as many reinforcers as he had tokens for and still have to-

kens left. For-examéle,'if-a §_earned 45 tokens dufing a
. session and ekchanged 30 of them for candy or- gum, he wouid
be left with 15‘whicﬁ'wés nb#”enough,tﬁ purchase anbther item.
rbufing:thevfirst baseline Périod, §§ were aliowed to‘séye‘
.fhese tokens from oné égﬁéioﬁAto the next. However, when the
first exper.m2ntal contingencies were-;ntrodUCed, it was no-
ﬁiced that an § coula'engége in high rates of disruptivevbe—i

havior, obtain only a few! tokens, and by combining these with.

S -

- those he had saved from the day béfore still have enough to

. . \
. . AN
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purchase reinfercers., To prevent this, the rule was'estab—4
\Eished'that any-tokens whichtwere not exchanged immediately
after‘the seseion would pe forfeited. The §e were toldAby

the experimenter that their extra tokens could no longer be
saved.« None of the Ss raigea an>ohjection to the introduction
of thiS'rnle. | |

Experimental Design N

v

The present experiment was a within—subject'etudy that
::empleyed an ABAC counter-balance design. Group I was exposed

to four conditions which included baseline, token delivery,
: . \ s ' : .
baseline, and token delivery and removal. Group II was ex-
posed to-the same four conditions but in a different order:

baseline, token delivery and rem0val, baseline and token de-
livery.

"Baseline. The children were givenv30 tokens noncontin-

gently at:the beginning of each baselune‘session. During

the session, a double tap on the teacner s back every 45

£Y

Vseconds cued him to deliver a token noncontlngently to each,

©

‘ Echlld. Tokens were always dellvered ylthout comment by the
1 e .

teacher ' . o 'ﬂ
. { F

Token de.ivery. During the token delivery phase, the

chlldren recelved 10 tokens noncontingently at the beginning
of each se551on. Examination of the frequenc1es of dlsruptlve

behav1or durlng the preceding bas ellne rhase revealed that,
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order to meet tﬁe two conditions mentioned. During "this phase,

&' ‘tokens were delivered as 4Ain the token delivery phase and were

a»do removed contingent upon the occurrencenof eaCh disrup-
. . ,‘\‘};

° N » .
- F M v L4

[} v
.tive behavior.
PR

Stability Criteria

Prior to beginning the experiment, minimum stability
: ) WL - o . . . . .
criteria‘were established as a guide for determining when to

.

change from one phase of the experiment to the next. Two

criteria were used: -(l) children were not moved to a new

phase until at least-five,sess10ns elapsed, (2) disruptive

)

behavior during the last three sessions could not vary more
than 20% from the mean of the last three sessions. However,

the expeiimcnter could chopse to set more stringent criteria.

/

13 ' | o " Results

The mean,percent of disruptive h\haVior over the last

three sess10ns of: each phasc was computed for each child.

.

This measurt prov1des an indexiof the effects @f the various
4

contingenCies after they were improved for some time. The

e
h

phase Tean averages were:, baseline prior to delivery - 56,

\
~

« - delivery - 44, bascline prior to delivery and removal - 62,
delivery and removal - 30. These data indicate that only

. the combined deliVGiy and removal contingenCies were effec-

’

a

** tive in reduring the frequcncy of disruptive benaVior.

AN
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Data for individual children are presented in Figure 1.

T

: Insert Figure 1 abouti here

P

The individual data for RM and FS. are very similar. They »

. £ . T . - H . . . '
clearly demonstrate the effectiveness of combined delivery
and removal contingencies. The delivery contingencies did

not decrease the freguency of disruptive behavior below base-
line levels. 1In addition, the combined delivery and removal

contingencies were effective irrespective of phase sequence

-

The data for AT show the same effect although less clearly

This child's percent of disruptive behavior decreased markedly .

during‘the_token delivery and removal phase relative to the

T

preceding bascline. When the baseline contingenCies were re-

y

introduced, AT's percent of uisruptive behaVior again increased >

although,not‘to the initial baseline level. Introduction of

the delivery contingencies caused an initial increase in the

LY

percentage of disruptive behavior whizh gradually declined tot

preceding bascline levels. A possibility exists that more

I
i
hi

sessions may have shown. a further decrease. However, the!sta-
bility criter.a were met‘during the lést three sessiOns of
this phase and the phase was terminated.

GK 'was ‘the only child not affected by any of.the erperi-
mental contingencies. Her percentages of disruptive behavior

“J

did not change markedly across the ‘four phases.
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.

Figure 2 shows the number of tokens each child had to

spend at the eﬂd.of each session’pldtted over the delivery

and combined delivery and removal phases. ‘

Insert Figure 2 about here o

-~ s

o

Data.for the Baseline phassg ;re not included as the nﬁmber

of tokens for each child waé constant f7d), Tokensvavéiléble

to be spent after sessions in the delivéry phase never ex-

ceecded the baselihe number. TFor the three chiidren who came

under the control of the 5elivery,aﬁd removal conéingencies; . N
£he number of tokené avaijaglé to he spent incrcaéed over ﬁhe ‘&

baseline level as the percentage Qf'djsruptiVevbehavior de-

creased. GK, who dia not come under the control of the con-

tingéncies at’ any time during the expérimenth phases never

had as.many iokens to spend as during baseline. In most cases,
B - : ’ 1 o ) . Bl
’ . . : . ‘Y . - LN
GK had too few tokens to purchase a reinforcer. .
. 4

e "

¥

Discussion o ‘ -

The results showed that delivering tokens contingent.
; . upon not engaging in disruptivé behavior combined with remowving

tokens contirgent .on disruptive behavior was effectivelin de- <
. ] . . " . © .

“creasing“disﬂuptibe behavior for three of the four children. In. -

'
o2

&
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contrast, delivering tekens contingent on not engaging in

disruptive behavior alone did not decrease disruptive behav-

ior. The results pose two questions (1) What accounts for

the difference in results obtained 'in the present study and

-

those obtained by Kaufman and O 'Leary (l972) and Gregory
(1972)? (2) Why was GK ‘not affected by the token delivery
and removal contingencies? | - |
The major difierences between the procedures employed
here and thoso employed by Kaufman and O'Leary (l972)»and
Gregory (1972) is that in the. present study, the children
were not instructed about the token contingencies._ This ¢
difference may account'for the differing results. Skinner

*

R (1966, pp. 22— 24), in an analysns of instructions, pOints

out that thon induced indiViduals to behaVe in a particular
, manner by allOWing them to.discriminate the reinforcement
contingencies. Children in the'Kaufmaniand O'Leary (1972)

and Greborv'(l972) had.the benefit of instructions which

may have. heiped them discriminate the reinforcement contin-

genCies,"children in the present study did not v

An explanaﬁion for the differenttial results obtained
‘under the two experimental proceduros in the present studﬁx "'
may be the relative ease with which the two procedures allo@ - i r:

’ the children to discriminate the reinforcement contingenCies

During the dclivery phase, a token might be delivered after

&
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any one of a.large number of Lnspeclfled responses. In'con~‘
trast, durlng the combined delivery and removal phase, tokens
& o ~ were also removed after each occurrence of a small number oc
‘specifiedpresponses. Remoﬁing tokens in this manner was the
~only difference in the two procedures. If the differential
results are due to the chlldren s ability to. dlscrlmlnate‘
the reinforcement cont1ngenc1es under. the two procedures, the .
re »Q\Jcontnngency or an 1“teractlon between“the dellvery
and/zemoval contingencies may have been the crltlcal elemént .
in allowing them to make the dlscrlmlnatlon.

There is also ev1dence demonstratlng that punlshment can'
fac1lltate formatlon of a dlscrlmlnatlon. For example, Ham-

o ¥

1lton (1969) compared four dlfferent procedures for teachlng

~

a group of nursery school chlldren to d1scr1m1nate the cor—“

- - : <

" - rect hole of‘a " two-holé marble box in Whlch to drop a marble.,'

b
o

One procedure‘lnvolved saylng té the *hlldren, "That s rlght.
on 50 perceni of the trials in whlch they dropped the marble _ -

in the corre(t hole. - In a second procedure, "That S rlght

s e

followed correct responses just as irn ‘the pregzdlng one, only
b .

the chlldren_were 1nformed that the rasearcher would say, -

"That's right.,"” after'some (50 percent) cf the times that they

made the corroct response. The other two procedures were the *

-

same” except that the chlldren were told, "Wronq,' after 50

~
.

-
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percent of their errors. Results of/the/study showed that

the best procedure for tea/hing/ihe dlscrlmlnatlon was the
/

"Wrong" unlnformed,//The worst procedure was" the "Wrong

4

informe 1levtheA"That S rlght" propedures were in the

—~Tiddle with llttle difference between them. The best pro-

oedure comblned lack of 1nstructlons with punlshment con-

tingencies. Slmllarly, Penny and Lupton (l9ol) worklng Wlth

a group of second, fourth and- eighth graders compared the

- -

effects of teaching a two-choice discrimination using three
dlfferent procedures. Under one, children making the correct

responses were reinforced with_a,jelly bean,'while'under an-
other'children making‘an error‘were punished by delivery of
an avers1ve tone. The third'procedure combined the two bre—
wlous ones. - The results showed that chlldren taught the dis-
crlmlnatlon v1th punlshment alone lcarned fastest and those

taught wlth .oth punlshment and- relnforcement learned fast—

g D)

er than those taught w1th relnforcemﬁnt alone. Other studleé
have also shown that learningy occurs more qulckly under pun-
1shment than under pos1t1ve reinforcament contlngencles (cf
“Paris and Cairns, 1972 and Karsh and'Wllllams,ol964).

The results of the prescnt stuay are cons1stent w1th

.

“Sklnner s aralys1s of. the role of 1n&tructlons and the re- -

search cited on teaching dlscrlmlnatlons. “-In the Kaufman
c . " . : .

o

19
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C 1g
| and O'Leary (l972)'and Gregory (l972)'studies,-yhen tokens
were delivered contingent upon periods;of time during which
children engaged in little or no disruptive behaVior,wthe
- amount of disruptive behavior decreased, while in thezgre—'
sent study, no such‘decrease was observed. This difference
may be‘accounted for by the fact‘thatﬂin the present study,
:the,children were given no instructions~which.WOuld alloY
them to discriminate the reinforcement contingencies. Re-
moving"tokens contingent upon the occurrence of disruptive

'behaVior combined Wlth delivering them was effective ‘in de-

creas1ng the amount of disruptlve behavior exhibited by the .

children in the present study.

effectiée in studies by Kaufman

2

¥ ory (l972) In,the two earlier

wthe reinfor"ement contingenc1es

- Similar procedures were alsp

and O'Leary (1972) and Greg-

studies, discrimination of

4duringvthe token removal

by either instructions, the

phase may have been facilltated\

contingenCiws themselves, or both ‘However, in the present

~study, no instructions were given and it is. assumed that
the qontingcncies themselves facilitated such discrlmlnation.

of

A recent study by Iwata and Bail'y (l974) also compared

the - effects of delivering vS.

&

_removin7y tokens on the social

-t
R
: o -
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and academic behavior. of retarded children when instructions

" were given. Their results showed both procedures to be equal-

ly effective and are consistent with the above analysis.
One reason why GK may not have come underitheicontrol_of

the*pontingencies may have been the special procedures imple-

‘mented for.her; GK was the only child to whom the teacher

attended when she was engaging in‘disruptive behavior.  When.

disruptive behavior occurred(“the teacher interrupted it by, for

attentlon may have been re1nforc1ng enough to overrlde the
token cont1ngenc1es and maintain these behavaors in GK _ Such
anvexplanatlon 1s conS1stent with the one offered by McLaughlln
and Malaby (l972) to account for thelr finding that dellvery
tokens produced and malntalned lower frequenc1es of dlsruptlva

1

behav1or in a class of flfth and sixti graders than dellver—

‘.1ng and remov1ng them In thelr ‘stud durlng the token re-

w‘moval phase, the teacher attended to each child who’engaged

.

in a dlsruthve behav1or by ‘asking that chlld Lo remove to-

Il Ra

kens from h1s p01nt chart. Another poss1ble explanatlon lles

in a cons1deratlon of GK's or1entat191 toward the bowl. that

-

tokens were cellvered 1nto and removed fLOm, and the condi~

.tloned re1nfovc1ng prooertles that mnght be attrlbuted to the

sound of the tokens being dropped~1n the bowl.’ Durlng the

21

-y
example, removing the chalk or eraser from her hand The teacher's
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first three phases; there was ample opportunity for the

sound of the tokens being dropped. into the bowl to acquire ;
condltloned reinforcing propertles 'AlSO, GK was usually
orlented toward the chalkboard so that she was not watchlng
the bowl Durlng the comblned dellvery and. removal phase

when .she was thus oriented, the tokens were dropped 1nto a
glass behlnd the bowl when removed. This sound was not
apprec1ably different from the sound made by dropplng “them

-~

into the bowl. If this sound had, in fact,'acqulred relnf';/;/;/

for01ng propertles by belng palred w1th the tokeni;/thep/{/’ _ i.
could have malntalned the dlsruptlve behav1or/e§hf 1ted by _ ,
GK. None of the other chlldren engaged behav1ors that

kept +hem orlented away from therr/bowls for substantlal

amounts of time. Flnally*'another poSSlblllLy is that'

S

the candy, ng, apd toys used to back up the tokens were

'not relnforc ng for GK. . Thls is doub*ful however,'ln

- . '

llghE/of the fact that durlng token exchange perlods, these
'backup relnforcers malntalned puttlnc stacks of chlps 1nto

a bowl in thrs chlld.

,.} "

Examlna 1on of the number of tokens the chlldren had

to spend at the end of each session showed that ‘the chlldren'

L . yo

who came under control of the token cont1ngenc1es during the

comblned delivery and removal phase earned substantlally more -
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K]
' b

'.tokens durlng tn;; phase than ddringﬁ&ny of the'other'phases.
Again, this is as expected because the token contingenoies
during the combined token delimeryhand removal phase were
arranged to insure that if the ohildren engaged in less dis—
rnptive.behavior'duringvthishphase, they would earn more to-
kens than during oaseline. T |

Although'the adjustment'procedure allowed a sufficient
number of tokens to be available‘for removal,_it also in~
creased the potential.number of tokens children could spend
at the end of the session.’ This procedure may have enhanced
the effect of the remo&al contingency. | ;

The results of the present studv have practical, impli-
catlons for individuals who are not readlly controlled by
lnstructlons, Por example, the token dellvery and removal
procedure nght be applied tO'the repetltlve motor behavlor

» 'typlcal of non- Verbal autlstlc chlloren, the exces51ve ac-

-

-t1v1ty of h,oeractlve chlldren or the blzarre speech patterns
. /

"of certaln JSYChOth populatlons

The prnsent study demonstrated the procedurc to be effec—

tive 1n decraas1nq the frequenc1es of a variety of motor and

_Verbal behaviors 1n‘retarded chlldren; ThlS suggests 1t may

" be effective with other behaviors in cther populations.

B ¢ [N . P
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« *  Table 1

v ~ " pefinitions of Disruptive Behaviors for Each Child,

¢ Y
, child ' Definition ’ )

L

GK » _l.' Feet on. chalr —.any contact of the feet

w1th the seat or back of the chalr,‘or
putting the feet through the ‘holes in
.the back'of the chair. |

’ Z.J Touching chalk or chalkboard eraser -
rany.contact gf the hands with the chalk

or chalkboard eraser.. .

& FS 1., Inappropriate comments’- any comment not
relevant to the lesson beingipresented
by the teaeher, persisting in giving a S

'wrong answer after having been told the

';  ’ orrect answer by the teacher.

2. Maklng n01se - any audlble souhd that
1s not a word or ary answer to a questlon -
éiven in a tone of voice other than norm-

>

~al.
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RM ' l. Giggling - any quick laugh usually-ac—
cémp nwfd by clasplng the hands to- .

géther and stralghtenlng the elbows.

2. Touching another child - contact by
any part of‘the body with ths body sf
another child initiated by the first o ‘
child. | |

AT 1. Answering out of turn - providing an
answer to a question directéd toward
another child.

2. Ténéhing ahothar child - contact by a
part ot ths body with the body of an-
other child initiated bysthe first
child. | ) |

3. Slapplﬂg tne thlghs - sharp cont;st of

. . the haunds w1th the thlghs.
4. Clapping hands - sharp contact of the

; ' . hands with each other.

5. Ldbking'away from the teacher - any or-
- ' ientation of the head makingkeye con-.
tact with the teacher impossible.

‘6. Putting fingers in mouth - any contact

of the fingers with any part of the

o

. _ mouth past the lips.

° 29
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Percent of disruptive behavior exhibited by
each child over phases. /

Figure 2. Number of tokens available to be spent by
each child at the end of sessions dhriné experimental phases.
Ofder of phases for RM and AT is reversed. Question marks «

iridicate lost data points.’
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